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Abstract 
This study investigated the reasons for misunderstanding of the texts available in English book 3 of Iranian high school. 
In order for a text to maintain its go – togetherness, it should be both cohesive and coherent. That is, it should utilize 
cohesive devices such as Reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunctions, and lexical cohesion, the last one of which 
accounts for the state of coherence in a text. In this analysis, these five cohesive devices have been dealt with in each 
unit. Based on a calculated frequency, it was shown that the ellipsis and substitutions were the two cohesive devices, 
which were less often used, in the reading passages of this book. In addition, lexical cohesion pertinent to coherence 
was hardly used, causing the texts to be incoherent. 
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Introduction 
 
For EFL students, text understanding is of great importance for academic success. Their academic achievements are 
based on their understanding of the contents of the textbooks available to their needs. Michael Halliday, one of the 
linguists credited with the development of systemic linguistics and functional grammar, defines text as any authentic 
stretch of written or spoken language. According to Halliday (1994: xiv), the historical study of linguistics first 
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involved studying the morphology of language followed by studying the meaning of words at the sentence level. 
Ultimately the goal of such analysis was to find the meaning of the forms of language. However, in Halliday’s view, 
the reverse approach is more meaningful: “A language is interpreted as a system of meanings, accompanied by 
forms through which the meanings can be expressed.” Beyond the grammar and lexis of language, understanding the 
mechanisms for how text is structured is the basis for his work. 
Halliday and Hassan (1976) opine that texts achieve their status and communicative events through the use 
of cohesive devices. According to them, “the primary determinant of whether a set of sentences do or do not 
constitute a text depends on the cohesive relationships within and between the sentences, which create texture”. 
These authors explain that cohesive relationships within a text are set up where the interpretation of some element in 
the discourse is dependent on the other. The one presupposes the other in the sense that it cannot be effectively 
decoded except by recourse to it (Brown G. and Yule G. 1989). Bex (1996) views cohesion as residing in the 
semantic and grammatical properties of the language. In the opinion of Olatunde (2002:317), cohesion is interested 
in relating the internal organization of language to the functions of language, and to the social situation of language. 
So, based on this gap the researchers tried to analyze the texts of high school book in Iran and then the result showed 
that texts must be cohesive and coherent for better understanding. In this regard based on the theory of textuality 
mentioned by Halliday and Hassan (ibid), the text have analyzed by five cohesive ties which they have posed: 
Cohesion: the linguistic elements that make a discourse semantically coherent. Cohesive ties are: 
Reference: classified into four types of nominal reference, demonstrative reference, comparative reference, and 
definite articles. 
Substitution: as an important means of cohesion, is employed to substitute one word for another, where the latter 
word in the passage functions as the substitution and is employed in order to avoid repeating the former one in a 
text. 
Ellipsis: makes connection in writing and lets the writer delete a noun, a verb, or a clause following the presupposed 
element. 
Conjunction: connects two independent units. Conjunction has these sub categories: additive conjunctions (e.g., 
and, or), adversative conjunctions (e.g., however, in addition, although), causal conjunctions (e.g., due to, 
therefore, thus), and temporal conjunctions (e.g., first, next, finally). 
Lexical cohesion: takes place through the writer’s choice of specific vocabulary (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). This is 
divided in to sub categories: repetition, synonym and subordinate/ general. 
 
Methodology of the study: 
In order to investigate the cohesive devices in Iranian 3rd grade high school book, this research was led by the 
following research questions: 
1. Which one is the most and least frequent cohesive tie used in the texts? 
2. How frequent are these cohesive devices? 
3. How frequent is lexical cohesive device, a major factor in text coherence, used in the texts? 
Data analysis procedure: 
In this study, the collected data was discussed. As previously mentioned, based on Halliday and Hassan, a text needs 
textually. In order for a text to maintain its go – togetherness, it should be both cohesive and coherent. That is, it 
should utilize cohesive devices such as Reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunctions, and lexical cohesion, the last 
one of which accounts for the state of coherence in a text. 
In this analysis, these five cohesive devices have been dealt with. Each unit was analysed one by one and a thorough 
account was given. The frequency of each item was calculated and tabulated for each unit. Besides, the frequency of 
any item in different 6 units was compared by means of a bar graph. Finally, on the basis of the research questions, 
the answers were composed. The results of this analysis were summarized in a bar graph illustrated in this study. 
 
Findings of the study: 
Having been analyzed, the frequencies of the cohesive devices have been calculated. Reference as a cohesive device 
has hit the record of 140, the second frequent cohesive device is conjunctions which have occurred 66 times; lexical 
cohesion 66 times; substitutions 12 times, and the least frequent cohesive device has been ellipsis which has 
occurred 5 times in all six units. The following bar chart illustrates the figures: 
Graph 1: the frequency of cohesive ties in all six units: 
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Lexical cohesion 
The more lexical cohesion is used, the more coherent the text is. So according to the analysis of the units, unit 5 is 
the most coherent of all, based on the bar graph. 
 
Graph 2: the frequency of lexical cohesion in these six units: 
 
Based on bar graph 2, surprisingly, unit five has reached a highest peak at 19 cases of lexical cohesion use. The 
other units are varied in their use of this cohesive tie. Units two and three are the second most users of lexical 
cohesion, while units six has steered clear of this cohesive tie. 
 
Conclusion  
 
As it is crystal clear, in sum, textbooks of book 3 bear 254 cohesive devices in all its six units. This figure shows 
that the number of cohesive ties connecting all the sentences together in all six units amounts to 254, which is not a 
good record in the textuality of the texts. The research questions could be answered on the basis of the findings: 
 
1. Which one is the most and least frequent cohesive tie used in the texts? 
The most frequent cohesive tie is reference with the frequency of occurrence of 140, while the least frequent one 
is ellipsis with the record of 5.  
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2. How frequent are these cohesive devices? 
The frequencies are as follows: Reference 140, conjunctions 66, lexical cohesion 31, substitutions 12, and 
ellipsis 5. 
3. How frequent is lexical cohesive device, a major factor in text coherence, used in the texts? 
The lexical cohesive device has occurred 31 times in all the six units. Since this device is considered as the most 
influential factor in forming the coherence of the text, the average of approximately 5 occurrences per unit 
shows that the texts are roughly incoherent and the students have difficulty understanding them.  
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